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Adults appear to use a folk or common-
sense psychological theory in their efforts to
ondsctand s grdict pople'’s meutal sates
and behaviors (e.g. Asti ol
o 0%, Chnchiond. 18, Welhman,
press). A fundamental tenet of this theory is

and that one o bothofthose belcfs could be

A number of researchers have recently
been investigating the development of this
and other components of our commonsense

oo ohason & Marsoon, 1977: M

Flavell, 1990, in this issue; Pemer, Leekam,
& Wimmer, 1987; Wimmer & Perner, 1983;
for & more optimistic view of their under-
standing of flso bolct,see Batach & Well
man, 1989; Chandler, Fritz, & Hala, 1989)
Tevent sty by Moos and Flavel (1090 in
this issuc) shows how impoverished young.
children's understanding of false belicf can
appear to be. In this study, d-year-olds were
shown different versions of short videotapes
wired a false belief by
s

known false-belief task used by Wimmer and
Pemer (1983). In one version, dess

very caey o hikren o infer o ke
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crayons i bag, Then, leaving he o
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sed, rewur:zh the videotape back to the

il
study by Hartl and Wimmer (1989) yielded
parallel results.

Research on children’s understanding

s belief b to far focused exclusively on
F ver, poople’s

Teletor belieElike mental state:

rough “fact” to “value” dxmemmmmed

& Clinchy, 1985; Stevenson, 1963)

(1990, in this issue) Cathy thinks there are
and the child subject

ks in it it is a matter
tral t Cathy's belie s flse

and the child’s belief is true. Toward

tain liquid unpleasant smelling, and
‘whereas the child snb,eﬁ be
lieved them to have the opposite qualities? In
is case we would hesitate to say that one
person's belief was true and the other per-
on's o, oven ater astng, smofling, and

s which of tw
Would be mach ohjecive evidence to
e T e ond, onpe decide
staken and the

that was clearly

other clealy conroc,given al the acs about
e oo crs, oty ght have o decide that
the two peaple’s different wants and needs

segading cars make it anothe cas of de g
thus non dispuandu. Sty people
sares on the extent  which moral bos-
tioms should be regarded a5 maties of
sonal opiion or cultural prescrip
and reason, and therefore
e kg of i v ey
Beles fom the “valuebelil” <nd of
the dimension share properties both with
i beliels and with Qesires and. prefer
ences. To illustrate, Cathy's fact belief that
there are crayons in the bag expresses & laim
e nature of the exteral world mor
Gbviously than i expresies & caim, about the
nature of her mental state. Her fact belief di-
rects me't aention outwad, toward the
rather than inward, t

aclaim about her mental

Than it expresses a clam about he aature of

the food. Finally, her value belief that the

food is delicious to be intermediate in
e resy

or preference.

claim about the nature of

thati s delicious, and lso conveys i

tion about amely, that she
o oretors . T, itis Satleast roughly

accurate to say beliefs mainly di

one’s attention to the physical world, oo

a

nd rences to the mental L, an

value beliefs to both. Similarly, fact beliefs

can be thought of as either true or false, de-
nces as neither true nor

value beliefs are reflected in the philosoph-
ical literature in an ongoing debate as
hother value judgments are best

1986; Lewis, 1988; Platts,

already indicated, there is much evi-
dence that 3-year-olds often have difficulty
editing another person with s fct bl that

n.

iffers from their own. bout value be:
Hifs? There appeats © be no direct evidence
conceming the reltive diffiulty for voung
children of attributing to another person a fact
belief different om their ow versus ¢ vl
belief different from their own. In wh
probably the most relevant previous mdy,

Mansfield and Clinchy (1985) presented chil-
doen aged 3, 4 7, and 10 with vignetes in
S poopts esgreed on maters of



verifiable fact, debatable fact, interpretation,
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port of this possibility, several theorists have

ind tste (of food) and asked them 1o specu-
i luti e mentary
gcemenu They found tha the oreschool  they acal
chlldm tended to st

and the other wmg, ‘even in matters
oF tite, wherea he. oes hikden were
likelier to accept the legitimacy of different
beliefs, especially for pattems of interpreta-
tion and taste. However, thl:  sudy did not
test young children’s

toother pecple enher v belefs i

own. Rather, it tested their

abmw o ik sbot de B b i
ences betwean two other people tht were
presented to them as givens. A

o not provide a clear picture
tanding of such differ-

those

of 3year-olds’ unde:
ences. On some tasks, children of this age
fairly well; on
a0 the rewsons fo the
AR

However, there are at least three reasons

dimentary w
nckbelef (Flavell, 1988: Forguson & Copuik,
1988; Perner, 1988; Wellman, 1988, in press)
Indeed, Wellman and Woolley (in press) have

vided some experimental evidence for
their hypothesis thatchildrn frstacquive an
clementary “desire psychology” and only
ater an_clementary.

presnt s lke (e, delcious or ). It may
beharder for young children to attribute to
another person a more divergent-sceming fact
lefthan ot divergent seeming valus be-
lief. In surmary, grounds for
the hypothesis hat Svearclos would find it

beliefs may mare read
ver's mental states; (b) these men-
tal states are ones they already know some-
ing about—namely, desires ar
ences; (e the different beliels may scem less
different in the value case.

To test this hypothesis, we carried out

three studics in which we direcly compared
-year-olds’ ability to attribute to an

for 3-year-olds than fact-belicf tasks. First, we.

bavejut argued that thinking of value belies
may direct our attention to

the bellever more than thinking of fact beliels

does. If

mains fixed. Thus, when young chil
Pyelented wlﬂt choice of value beliefs to
person, they may more

mad(ly undm:hnd t.hnl itisa description
+ person's menial sate, that s being

aslfedfnr‘no(aducﬂ ion of the exte:

Sepond. the merial st s lue
Yook et rofer-

versus value beliefs that were
different from their ow
which we

‘perimenters participated in each study.

Study 1
METHOD

Subjects
32 pursery schoolcil-
dren i gms, 13 boys) drawn rom mide]
class families. They ranged in age from 2 i
0 37, with 2 mean of 33, Two addicenal
subjects complete ﬁ-e procedure.
',,'.'ﬂ were excluded fmm the study. Two fe-

ences, and these may be states F
young children are likely to be more knowl-
‘edgeable than they are about beliefs. In sup-

le 4 cach subjoct: one
Gid el e explaning wad uestion aiking;
the other (Ellie) gave evidence of

value beliefs different from the child's.
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Session began with a very easy Level
roblem to alert

some questions and "n0” to others. A brtier
E

child. The questions were,

Tike that coakie? Did Ellic | hh um it
and “Do you it is y-tasting

cookie? Does_Ellie think it A; - yumy-

tasking cookie?” If the child w

i v perapective o th think cvenion he

or she was asked, “Did you think it was a

and a cupplaced on Ellessde of the barier
The subject was asked wl

could see the cup and e Bl cond
see the cup. The barrier was removed
same two questions were repeated. Each sub-

%

e when you tasted it?”
Telore Bl view s queried. 0n the
cooki task,anlyane subject ered on his own
view on the think question but was subse-
quently correct with this probe.

e e smel ke v sl in dhat e

Joctwas the y
child agreed
e e o s aElect e m.« e ot 1 et el oot Elhe e
e, The orders of the taks within d as though she liked the smell. Her be-

e e et ] o smeling the id,smi
chlldlenwere .xx askedal esas roadly, taking g deep smell,
el as vlue beliefs on value tasks. ﬁm,,h' The opened jar wis Ieﬁ “near her as the test
previous theory (e, Flavell, 1968) and re. duestions test_questions
‘were: “Did you llllt ﬂnltme“?DAd Ellie like
P » that smell? and “Do you think it is nice-

er than their

edge Y smelling stufi?” S subjects missed their own
e ind bl onterars view on the think question, and
Value tasks—The simul for the tvo - mained incomectwhen sk Didyou ik
tasks were the her Ili mllf n lel x
favorite cookie lndllll‘ lt?' ‘These four sul
of unplessnt i |.q...a For b imingto e ll\lektemellofﬁu [
sk E} s
aste of the cookie. For the smell task, she mkle “Three of the subjects declined to

o
helnved as though she liked the smell of the
liuid, On ench tak.the sublect was wked
whether he or she, and Ellie, liked_the
Simulus and whethes he o she, and Ellic
thought he simulus was yummy |

hmls before “think” ques.
Sons, and halith ject’s view
Was idways asked for st for cach queston
pair.

iasting (o1
nwe—unell ing st
ven “like”

On the cookie task, after the child had
selected a cookie, the first experimenter said:
“That's my favorite too. Lll take a bite.
Hammon, 1t tates delicious, Would you like 10
have a ittle bite? Does it taste good? Ellie
ast

he

frowned, puckered her mouth, retumed
10 the plte, covered it with sother

plate, pushed the plate away, and turned he

‘cookie, and one of these refused to s
the fid. These three s jects were ques-
tion xperimenter's and Ellie’s
perspectives, rather than about their own and
Ellie’s.

Fact tasks.—These tasks were structured

foch that the subject was i possension of

knowledge about a state of affairs that a naive.
ather (Elfe) ‘was not. These tas differ

wioral and
her false bene{x By designing th
o easy as
osibts o chiven nd somewhal compaca:
ble 1o the vluo tasks, which alo contned
behavioral and affective cues. On one task
(undy), Elhe beluved a2 though u box ach

was empty. On the
o«m: mkl limﬂk) e bebaved s “hough an
il

On the candy task, Ellie left the testing

10 same coob
Test questions were then Wh(lpend e

room as.
that, alth was present in a candy
ompuis iy et e



tworlayer bax of shocolue s, with the
m layer containing mints and the top
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TABLE 1
PERCENT CORREGT PAISS OF ANSWERS TO

o barrer that oceluded the sight of the candy
bellow) The enter said: “While Ellie

thing to show you. This is
abox of cndy. (The candy was shown to the
child] T can put o spectl cow

 over the
Tt the o o

candy, she poute iders,
iahed, shook] herh he-d. pushed the box away
from her, and moved away from the table to

retum ate and napkin. The pairs of
phispered st questions were: “Do you
know thers is candy inside that box? Docs
Ellie know there is candy insi
and “Do you think there is candy inside e
bos? Does Elle thiok there is cndy side
that box?” The subject’s view was always
asked for first for each question pair.

On the milk msk the experimentor dis
k and

l.ie?" zlm l\drzd s s Vo T
lm. Tl be right back.”
Whil Ellic was way Bom the tesing roomn:
experi ied the milk from th
carto and plcod the milk under he tsting
able. The subject was told: “While Ellie is
e, o6 kel the ik ot ofthis caron
Fhers's o milk in s on v, e taken
all the milk out.” (The arton was
Shaken © demonstrte that al he milk wvas
gone) Ellie retumed, glass in hand, and said:
“Timthirsty.” Shelicked herlpsand reached
o 2 The experimenter
Said “Wait & mimute Elle” to frecse
tiou, then whispered the ollowing st ques:

Tope oF BeLier

stuo Fact Val
1 a1 o
2 LI 1
s X 3 5
the value tasks, these responses were not

‘probed prior to asking for Ellie’s perspective.

ResuLTs,

‘The response measure analyzed was the
number of pairs of questions comectly an-
swered (range of 0~2), with a pair comprising
thechiids nd Ellic's fack el vl belie
v proferenco (ks dislike), An

t
t Ellie thous
o showed mo stgnificant offcts fo o
der of tasks or order of question types. The
0 were none fo specifc asks wihin eac
tak ype, ithr in this o the following three
2 (type of tas

studies. A —fact vs. value) x 2

« on e belief vs

knowledge or preference) analysis of variance

a significant main effect for type of

task, F1.81) = 4045, < Dot o and a near-

ificant of question,
P31 = 387, < signif

a ere 31% fo
fact beliefs, 69% for value beliefs, 36% for
knowledge, and 77% for preferences (see
Table 1).

Thus, consistent with previ
and research, sul mayhnvebeen :hghdy

“Do yor ne
nm it Bocs Bl o o Sk isall

n..m is milk inside ? Does Ellie
hiak there s il naide st crton” Sub
jects given like tions_on

value tasks were given know questions before
think questions on tasks, and the
reverse. ere no enrors on ei

task o uestions about the sub-
joct's own knowledge. However, six subjects
erved in reporting their own perspective.

the think questions on the milk task. Carr

dge than her
B St Sty bt o
ing o reforencesor ks disles than ber
value beliefs. it were
e Dt questons. ks prdicted, ub-
proved to bo much bettr at atiributing
oy value beliefs than flse fct
i s sdditiona! vidence for tis con-
clusion, 18 of the 32 subjects performed bet-
value-belief questions than on fact-
belif ons, 1 il the opposite, and 13
perormed epally on both (7 < 005 by Sien
st
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Study 2
‘The main purpose of Study 2 was to find
out whether the fact- versus value-belief dif-
forences obrerved in Study 1 would sl be
is were explicitly told what

e K b o Thes just prior to
being asked what she thi ause
she believes depends on what she knows or
what she likes, providing this information
helps to squate e inferente demands of the
ypos oftasks. We also i
tasks e b
this second studs ling similar affec-

tive cloes o Elle's belics and asking belief

the yes-no question format of Study 1 with a
forced-choice o in stempt to
climinsteany posible “yes” ung
e, G i smdy 1,
were not permitted to actually taste
ssitated by a change in

Similaity of the fst experimenter’s and the
sibjcts perspectives. o, o child was i
Camst on i ot her own. perspective on &
value tuk, Ellie's perspoctive wes queried,
that the

oo e juie. The procedure il be -
the saby orsoge juce sk The ox
penme ‘Here is some orange juice.
Tl put a whole lot of salt in here so it will
taste bd.”

jnice unsl her acion, was
by the first experimenter saying, “Wait
wminute Ellie” The folloing est questions
were then whispered to the child, always in
“What do you think about this

orange juice? Do you think it is yummy tast-
ing or yucky tasting? What does Ellie think
sbout this range juice? Does she think it is

yucky tasting? What do I
ik et m; ornge Jnme? Dol thik tis

MeTHOD.

bicts were 16 sursery school el
dren (s ﬁﬂs‘a boys) from the same prosch
used in lone of the children partici-

dren rofused to complete the procedure and
were study.
Procedure

Each was given two value-belief

subject
tasks and M:Hﬁa-beh;rmlu. Halfof the sub-

spective-taking experience as a wam-up prior

& ther it o
Value tasks.—On one value task, salt was
into a glass juice to create a
mmng lmuud. o.. khe other value mk, .
of st to apple juice

pinch
create a good-tasti Aq\nd T second ex.
penmenm (Ellie) behaved as though, she
Tied the slty ovange juice and dishked the

this third qwnon was gaked wl.ly v
“incomect” on_his own view.

' view wero subsequently gven
et o these 10 nstance
e apple juio ask wes structured simi-
larly. Ellie’s tasting behavior toward the nice-
{ustng i o c«nmbd of frowning, shaking
Ter héad pursing her lps, nd Bushing the
o sy She seid: Tl go ot soma water
to wash that taste away.” retumed
1o the room she.was ofered 3 tate, rophed
o turmed hex back 0 th stmlus.
Fast tosks—On one of these tak
asting food (cake) was replced in EI
lic'sabsence with a bad-tastiog food
food), the
loth, an

child was questioned
o or he and. Elle thought was preseat. On



the ther sk o badtasting o (bt )
was replaced with a good-tasting food (a
e procede il b hstod i

cake.] This
cigus Tl bet von the ateof this ind of
uk [on whe nnch:ld dis-
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subjects 2 value tasks). On clght addictonal
trals (25%) subjects responded “incometly”
1o the question about their own value belie
but then comecty ierentied s
St experimenter’s vaue belies, makin
g (91%) value trials that were basi-
cally correct. In contrast, they responded cor-
rect 32 fact

dore with s food the child did} me] ke i it
give Ellic a

ugh the cookie
secon dﬁmmslcwns]lllbelywdanthke
the taste of cat food. T don't like it either, It
s

the cake and put cat food under here
[The cxpermenter noddod vee hesd Eie

doesn’t know what is under here. [The exper-
imenter shook her hesd " Ellie retumed,
plate in hand, and was asked: “Do you want a

Gte?” She said “yes” and exended| hemm
and the plate
xporimnter 3 Wit s omoors EI and
then whispered, in ¥, the two test
auestions to the child: “What do you think
docs il think) i under here? [The expert-
ter pointed to ish.] Do you
ik does Kl hink] there 15 yosomy:
tasting cake or yucky-tasting cat food under
here?”
‘The bumt toast task was structurally the
same. Ellie acted as though she e the
toast, using the same behaviors exhibited on

- on only seven or 299 of he 35
Table 1). A

2 (o':der of task type) X 2 (sex) malyu\ of

F(119) = K
task, but notthat of order, was still significant
(p < .005) if only the 21 completely correct
idered. Of the 16 sub-
tter on value than fact

0 had fact tasks first performing better—
especially on fact tasks—than subjects who
had vnlue ks first.

s clear, then, that the results of this
sudy’ repliate those of Study 1. Even though
e second experimenter's preference:
knowledge were explcitly sated, and even
though the two_types of tasks we
quite similar affective properties, young 3-
vear-olds were significantly better at inferring.
her value beliefs than her fact beliefs.

s...dy 3
Mhough, sl in 15 bsi aim. i

study differed from Studies 1 and 2 i

ways. First, we atter

make both fact

and equally so—by greatly redu

ferential demands. Tn Study 2, the firs experi.

menbened iced these demmds by telling the

m after the substitution of a
i " made, rofused  tste and
tumed her back to the covered dish. The re-
sponse options for this task were “a yummy-
tasting cookie” versus “yucky-tasting toast.”
Response. options within. cuestions. were
comterbolance dforbuh&unndvnluemks

sl Jiked before asking them what she
believed. In this study we virtually elimi-
eted i ferentil doands by haviog Elli
actually say what lieved on each tas}
before asking the children what she behewd
Ihus the children had only to echo what Ellic
just said in mdeﬂo be cor L in

Vel “yucky” options for all our asks. and
halfof the subjocts the reverse

RESULTS

& responded completely correctly
the estions st thlt o and Bl
Vi bekies on 1 or 6% of the 33 et on
which this pair of questions was asked (1

{asks by heving ERlie g sl ey
iors and express similar
T ths study, we atempted t by
the oppaite ot of having it avold giv.
ing any behavior affective

e Thisd, unhke in the previous studies,
e et o she voiced were disinterested
e st were not acoompanied by s
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obtaining or avoiding the objects that the be-
liefs were about. This was meant to decrease
the likelihood that on fact tasks, subjects
might report what was really th

r
than what Ellie emoncausly belioved to be
the case, simply to help her achieve her goal
by telling her the true facts, We also tried to
block any such strategy by stressing in fact
tak tha Elie s ot toseeorbe told sbout

oue value tnss imvolving as and smell n
the Study 3 value tasks subjecs contined to
s the stimulus nd this perceve i ac.
s while being asked

ol leslhedc )udzmenl of it (which was
much

as they the realit
on fact tasks when. uxked for Ellie’s belief, this
served to

er e e two tasks. Fi-
iy, just out of cuiosty, we added gt the
end of each testing session two “hybrid” tasks

that had features of both fact and value tasks.

result was a task

belle[ I|k¢ in stucture (Bl | mboud a false
belief an object e 3 not
Seen i, but value belief ke In content (what
she believed about the object wasthat i was

across the three task types, in that if the very
first task he or she recei or task, a
color task was always given first on the re-
‘maining two blocks of trials. As in the previ-
ousstdier, euch sllb;.ect was first given expe-

ith a Level 1 ive-taking task.

el preamble then e block
A brief preaml introduced each
of trias. Prio o the valuo ask, the subjct
wassinply tald: "L have some things 1 show
et Ele Bt tasks, the
experimente Said: “This time T will show
ings but we won't show them to
Elli. Aer the game s al over we will le
her look. Would you mind going outside for
just a minute Ellic? I'm going to use this card-
Tlie can't see what I show you.

have
brid e experimenter simply said:
“Now I'm gong o show you some tings but
e won'sshow them 0 Ellie, Aerthe game

nit s 3
i3 all over we will It ber look.” Ellic
then asked to leay

e tasks.—In an attempt to anchor the
ahilds oy View, o or she was first pre-
sented i of stimuli (colors or fake

ight was pretty and the onc he t
was not pretty. il sin or the
wer task were a yellow

s
lke ower anda fwerwith smal pink peuls
surrounding a yellowish-green center. The
timulus selectd st prety, usually the chy.

the diffely e et o ofmm hybrid tasks iy
fact and value tas}

subjctswere 20 ursery schaol chil-

dren 13 prl!, i boye) fom th s pre.
school used in Studies | and 2. None of the
They.

the procedure, and two others ware disquali
‘participation because of attentional
fretvita

ach subject s given g vaue-beliel

aor o ek elicl ks, . o hobrd
Valuc-belicf tasks, The hybrd tasks were -
vars given st Half o the subjects received
value tasks before fact tas} half the re-
verse. The orders of individual tasks within

ench “tsk type were also counterbalanced.

The initilstimulifor the colortack were bluc
and pale yellow rectangula colo patches
created by affixing color filters to white pape:

‘The stimulus chmen o notprety, usualy the
e yellow tiraulus for

pretty.
both

minute ago. Did you think this was a pretty
flower?” and ﬂ\en “Hiow about Elle? She can

e etion o o sndsvidual ubject

‘she think this is a pretty
e s DR s ot on W o



her point of view, the experimenter asked as a
fial queston x when I saw this
fower a minute ago. Did I think it was a
pretty flower?” One subject was incorrect on
i the Rower task, and four
subjects were similarly incorrect on the color
to the results of Study 2, when
hese aubjocts were subsca
the firt experimenter's point of view, they re-
maned incotect Tho colo tak s Srucur

ally pandllel o the flower ask, but as prev-
ntioned, the stimulus used w

e SR gt not prty e o

plicit value-belief statement was: “T can see

were always phrased in the form of the posi-
tive dimension, ot example, “Did you ok
this was a pretty color Thus, to be
correct the child had to say “no” to the ques-
tion about his or her own view on the color
sk and “yes” o the question aboot his o he
own view on the flower tas]

Fact tasks.—On the color task, the child

white plpex'ﬂnednldwﬁashed to choose
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hite” (Notice that what Ellic exprossed
was, an_adult’s perspective,
o ey b T Sls beper vesull~

ing from deception, inasmuch as she
reviomly setm o o of othr colr behind
the screen.) The whispered test questions
ink we have a white cup
over here?” and “How about Ellie? She can't
3o ths cup. Do s think e bave i
was identi-
mlly Nenconped, s e behe astemont
T can' Hum. [ don't
Ihik you have a big ower ove t
o bave s
g test que cemed whether the
child and Eile thought s big ower was pres.
ent. One child erred on his own view on the
fower task, and a second child erred on his
own view on the color

"Hybrid tasks.—The initial stimul for the

the subjects and retained as the test stimulus
The only dif nce
these id

hybri and
vt sk o vt wds i the it
choice of objects, Ellie’s belief state
snd the test auestons posed to the subject
After Ellie retumed to was
asked, for example, if she thooght we had &
proty ower over here, et satemnt o T

thought not big. The test stimulus was the big
flower. A screen was used to ob-
scure the object from Ellie’s view. The proce-
Gure is illusrated for the color task. While
was out of the room, the experimenter
said: “I'm going to Show vou two cups. Which

on Lehink you have s

don' think you have a petty
I think you bave a color that is not pretty.

dhénk i not whits? [The whito cup vt re:

Okay, 50 this one #sn't white. T don’t
ik um s whlbe e cup ather, Wo bt think
s put this cardboard
el s i cat st o B

"As Elle etume
‘perimenter whit child: “Remem-
ber, T or el B ot th cup we have

e here.” Ellie sat opposite the child and
< barier was tilted over the cup,such that
the child could the cup and Ellie but

whis cup over here” Bl reped 1wt
p. Hmm. 1 have a white
op over there. 1 hink you have a oup tha fs

those used in the fact tasks: “Do you think we
ave ower] over here? and
How shout Elle? She cin't see this oolov

o
color ower] ver hereP” ¥ he chid missed
his or her own view (one child did so on the
color task and another child did so on the
Bowve agk) the question ws ssked concerm-
ing the first experimenter’s view. One of the
chidron was subsequently comec, the other
‘was not.

ResuLTs
revious two studies, the re-
spone st anaiysed was the mmer n[

pairs of questions coneetly answersd (an
823, with <ach pair convisting of a query
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shout the chil's and Elli’ belef. The fct
and value tasks wes

cant i el only
To type o sk, FULAG) = 610, p < 03, The

di
4 performed cqually on both (5 < S by
St Ton,

The results of this study comroborate
those of the preceding two. Although the pro-
cedure o this smdy iored from those of s

in the five ways noted in its in-

to test the hypothesis that they would also
have more of the second. Three-yearolds

then asked
do. If they really under
ety then h:ﬁmﬂb;:(;l:m s Studies 10 sug
gost, they st at predicting w}
ot would ol o e beeh
would follow from fact beliefs

METHOD

Subjcts
subjects were 32 nursery school chil-
dren (11 nxh 135 boys) from the sune pre-
school used in the preceding three studies,
elpmd in Smd.

tested but could not be retained s subjects
for various reasons.

Procedure

As in the previous studies, each subject

significantly easier than fact tasks. In
ﬁ((,lhehhndunkdmsnmnlhubhe
re of evaluative ina be-

me
Tief sk can make hat task easior fo them.

Study 4
‘Previous studies have shown that 3-vear-
ks have v e probloms with fizafct
iready deseribed, is tht t they
o o ot & e et
ief to porson, cven “vhon

belief tasks. The task structure and wording of

ual tasks wnhm each task type were also
counten
tasks.—The following are the
hllhlmof the value tasks. With the
second experimenter (Ellie) out of the room,
the chﬂd ig colorful
a little, drab, r a
uhad whh:h one he nr she looked
protey. As expected,

it roudit he big one was
y and the little one not pretty. After

seality o part of what t mears to understand

Studies 1-3 have shown that 3-year-olds
have more of the first problem when dealing

‘was next asked again
rovghe e big Aower poked pre
perimenter then, sid: “Okay, uou s i mh
; How about Elli
Doos Elle thizk this ower 1ooks pretty?
‘That's right or “nctully. if the child arred)
she doesn't look pretty. EI-

lool
Fihe two dlauscs in it

odd value beliefs.

Teliss, the exper-




asked the critical question about

Elics bebavior “Elle can cheos o one

ich flower will she choose

" followed by “Why
will she choose this one?” The other value

k that the stimuli

ool tasting; for these children we
substitured  difforent unatiactive food, for
example, a dried-up passion fruit.

Fact tasks.—The sequence of events

the same in these two tasks as in the
tasks, One began with the child see-
ing sh box contained a

this box doesn't have the
toothbrush. Ellie can't see inside  the bomes

ink this box [the

HgMbuIb Torl i i)ne othbrush nerde. T

Tooks like the kind of box that ve a
rus|

again lef the room. The child was then
ke whether e or she thought
brush box_cont the toothbrush, and
Whether Bl i with the. experimenter stat-
ing the cormect answer following exch ques-
tion. Following this the experimenter first
ropested the " v epposing
beliefs about the contents of the toothbrush
box and then asked the behavior question:
“Ellie can choose just one of these boes to
open to look for the toothbrush. Which box.
ill he choose to apen? followed by "Why
will she choose this oneP”

{asks asthey were in the value mska; witmess,
fon example hex Socgmon tht e ol

Flavell et al. 925

box did and the toothbrush box did ot look
like it contained a toothbrush, contrary to the
‘pictures displayed on each box.

ResuLTs
‘The response of primary interest in this
study was the subject’s prediction of what El-
lie would do, that i, whether She would be.
ave in her stated belief (cor-
rect predmmn)
s expmmenun beliefs (incorrect

prediction). A 2 (t —value vs.
X 2 order of task type) lmlyxis of variance of

d as its only

performed about_equally
valne tasks and about squally Pom{y on the

n each a2 so0n s Elle

s or
fiet and shen for Bl with the expers
menter estatog the comect answer to ssch
Quesion aRer the child had an
jects were always correct in nmeudng lhelr
own belief but sometimes erred in repor
Eiles: One would expect fom Sy 3 het
they would err more when reporting her fact
beliefs than when reporting her value belich,
Tniswas n fact the caso on sublect vy
task, prior (0 any restatemont by the evpert
enter 14 of e 36 ebjonts ©7%) whoe
first task was a value task correctly reported
Elles value belief on that sk iy only
6 (44%) who experienced a

oy e wid r
that u:k x(1) =

reciable fact value differences in accuracy
0fle port on subseqent tasks, however, acou-

s over all tasks were 80% for value

ok anc T3% ot fu shr The e
er's repeated reatements G Elics b : elcron
task after task may responsi-
bie for this attonuation of the it dif
ference.

There were two other findings indicating
nsion of fact beliefs
value beliehs. Fist only 66% of the children’s H
rrect fact-belief attributions were followe
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by correct behavior predictions, in contrast to
90% of their comect value-belief attributions.

3year-old as having an inadequate under-
standing of what it means o have a flsc be-

This
rect factbelief attibations did mot refiect a
inding of false fact beliefs.

uately justified, i response tothe “Why will
Ellie choose this estion,

ence to what Ellie lhnuzht. or did not know m
see. In contrast, 54% of their comset pre

a facttype belief of any kind. Although this
negative portryal represents the majority
ryone endorses it. Chandler et
it Um)hxvemlm-lull characterized the
think 3-

een those who
vearaids s mally uodesstand wbat e eans
o bold o faet belel (e, Chandler e al.
1960, Wellzen & Dot m 355 o

by mentioning what she thought, liked or

Hved at by considering what she beleved.
Such results, considered together with the
simpliesof e taks nd ihe very comider

lp provideto the sujecs by the -

nters, make the children’
B comee prcdicton o e ks rep-
resent, if anything, an overestimate of their

ersanding of e fct boich.

Finally, although the two experimenters
-peatedly used the belief word “thinks” in

P b g e longas
young 3-year-olds continue to attribute a true
Borbolefty ocber after the person
a false one, and to
JdintiA g‘.‘e1 person will behave i aceor

dance with belief, we will have to
side with the scoffers in this dispute.

‘The children’s good performance on the
alue-belie tasks seemed even more emarkc
abl poor performance on the fact-
ol Drpenmenm ‘demonstrations of

y sort of rspective taking in

literature on

lopment. It was therefore ur

Young  Syearolds e e io
cognit

these tasks,
desire word “likes - Nevertheless, when fus- _ prsiog o see chidren
tifing ther comect bohavior predictions n atbutl

valus tsks, only i s
eew 13 e ke This s th pos
Sbily that young children may nd value-
belief statements relatively easy to under-
translate

them into statements of preference or desire.

General Discussion

The consitent fnding. i ll o e
was that young.
it ot b ity well o

poorly o
Vatuc belie tasks. This difference in perfor-

the two types of tasks were closely equated
on other task variables.

‘The children's poor performance on the
cbelief tasks was very striking in view of

fled to
Stady 5. These rosls ave neverh

sistent with most previous studies which, as
noted in the introduction, portray the young

beliefto
ies 1-3), and often

this young
to another person Deliels very siyrd
s

saing that the person woald act n, secor
‘with these value beli
o e vk A

than the fact-belief ones?

One possibility is that children’s good

ince on the value-belief tasks is indic-

-l.ive of a fandamentall r
ufs and that, as

, methodologic
Tebeliel taks prevent children from dis-
playing their true competenc
For the reasons given
think »..

value tasks. Note, for instance, that the syn-

versus i seems much more likely to
stem from substantive rather than method-
ological factors.

i tocond possiilty 13 tht, i the fut.
in the valoe-belisl

hsb, e iarens o perspective
more salient for them than the second expert
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menter’s, or hould Iy b d
more clearly the only possible Aght answer, Two of ur resuls support this poss.bnny
Recentresearch sugsests thatthe certainty r - The fist was the fnding in Study |
salience of the competing belichs cun affect  year-lds could o que o

rents performance on belif fasks. Perner
that children’s difficulties

ity to recognize ‘might
ke as rue & model of realty tha 1s clearly
sud definiely fake, Wellman and Batzch
1988) for well on

fact-beliet ity or sa-
Tience of the reality is reduced. In her study,
when children were merely told about

true state of affars, as opposed to directly per-
i ey were more willing o attribute

a belief t anocher that deviated fom reality.
Thedmﬁmnthecunentsmdydowpm
vide clear evidence as to whether these fac-
ors may have conibated 10 he diflrential
difficulty of the two types of tasks. For ex-
ample wedo not know whether chidren suc-
on our value tasks considered—or

uld correctly
shout whether Elle fiked or istiked the
stimulus. stronger piece of
cvidence was subjects tendency inthe Sady
e asks tojustily thei predictons of B
lie's behavior by referring to what she “likes,”
en though they had previously been told
ooly what she “hinks"—never what she

The renels of these sudies sugget that
children understand quite

people can have different preferences St
opinons than they do,and will et in sccor

with them. wil

" Sscover whon el o
They develop relsted noions. For cxample
when do they acquire the concept of an en-
juring_preference or attitude, stable over
time, s distinguished from & momentary ke
o Gishke? Svalaely, when anc how do hey
acquire various intuitions about how positive
and negativ atitudes toward people, object,
and events are formed? At what age, for in-
stance, do children discover that positive and

negative experiences with things generally

those things? Wi
mer and colleagues (Wimmer, Hogrefe, &

o o sohing & red
pxxslblhty is that they ave snmply leumed
at people disagree about
things tate, snll, " Took, and hat ok
knowl o i cuierfo them o credit
e second experimenter with an opinion il
ferent om ther own on theve matiers.
‘Whether they also sense that there need be
no definite right or wrong in such differences

of opinion is not known, but would be worth
trying to find out

A final possibility, which we favor, re-
Iates to the reasons given at the beginning
of this article. In particular, we think chil:

as requesting
on's desire or Hkes-dishbes with throspt
et {0t target object, rather than roquestng ber
representation of it. That i,

7 have somenow consirued

them mare s Gesire or preference questions
questions, even though they

o worded as belief questions. I, as

beliefs, then inter-
preting value-belief questions as desire ques-

ian,
question of when and how children under-
stand the role of experience in the formation

of fctual knovwledgo and bliefs, We suggest
that the same question addressed
With respect t the estiblishment o modihca:
tion of value belicfs
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